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The general trend among scholars in recent years has been to treat the genealogies recorded in the Bible with an increased skepticism. Whereas past generations of scholars may have been ready to affirm the trustworthiness of at least some of the Israelite lineages, current research in this area has led to the opposite conclusion. Provided with parallels both from ancient Near Eastern documents and from the sociological and anthropological study of tribal societies of the present, most scholars today contend that the biblical genealogies do not constitute a reliable source for the reconstruction of history.' The current approach is that the genealogies may retain some value for the reconstruction of political ties on a national or tribal level,2 but that in no way should they be taken at face value. This is especially true for those genealogies which purport to be from early Israelite times, such as the lineages of Moses or David.
In the present article I will offer some evidence which, depending on how it is judged, may stem the tide described above. The approach to be taken will differ from recent work on the subject, in that it will adduce no external evidence from either ancient or modern times. Instead, I will concentrate on the genealogies themselves, in particular those lineages of characters who appear in Exodus through Joshua. I anticipate one of the results of my analysis with the following statement: the genealogies themselves porary with Joshua and therefore also with Moses. His genealogy is preserved fully in Josh. vii 1, 18 where the line Judah-Zerah-Zabdi-Carmi-Achan is recorded, and is partially preserved in 1 Chr. ii 6-7 where the line Judah-Zerah-Zimri-Carmi-Achar can be reconstructed.7 Recognizing that Zabdi and Zimri are probably variant names of the same individual and that Achar is but a pun on the name Achan (cf. Josh. vii 26), we can conclude that Achan is four generations removed from Judah.
The other relevant Judahite is Bezalel, the master craftsman appointed by Moses to construct and beautify the Tabernacle. His genealogy in 1 Chr. ii 19-20 (a portion of which occurs in Exod. xxxi 2) produces the line Judah-Perez-Hezron-Caleb-Hur-UriBezalel. Thus Bezalel is six generations removed from Judah.
The key to linking the Levites with the Judahites was the marriage of Aaron and Elisheba recorded in Exod. vi 23. Fortunately, the Bible records another such intertribal marriage which permits us to develop a synchrony between the tribes of Judah and Joseph. I refer to 1 Chr. ii 21 which informs us that Hezron (grandson of Judah) married the unnamed daughter of Machir (grandson of Joseph). This marriage produced Segub, and he is the father ofJair (1 Chr. ii 21-2). According to Num. xxxii 41 Jair took control of part of Transjordan during the lifetime of Moses.8 Jair's lineage is therefore Judah-Perez-Hezron-Segub-Jair, which makes him four generations removed from Judah, or Joseph-Manasseh-Machirdaughter-Segub-Jair, which places him five generations away from Joseph.
There is another individual descended from Joseph whose life was contemporaneous with that of Moses, namely Zelophehad whose five daughters petitioned Moses for their father's inheritance in Num. xxvii 1-11. The genealogy of Zelophehad recorded in Num. xxvii 1 produces the line Joseph-Manasseh-Machir-GileadHepher-Zelophehad-daughters. This makes Zelophehad five generations removed from Joseph and his daughters are six generations away.9 7 1 Chr. ii 6-7 does not link Carmi with Zimri directly but it seems to be implied. Cf. S. Yeivin, The Israelite Conquest of Cannan (Istanbul, 1971) , p. 189, n. 17. Yeivin's work, it should be noted, included the best treatment of the Israelite genealogies available (Appendix A, . All material I am discussing may be found there in clearly presented and expertly annotated charts.
8 In all likelihood, he is also the minor judge referred to in Judg. x 3-5.
9 The MT at 1 Chr. vii 15 appears to make Zelophehad the second son of Manasseh, an impossibility. The entire section seems hopelessly irreconcilable with the information in Num. xxvi 29-33, xxvii 1.
At this point it is worth-while to summarize our information. In addition, the reader will want to use the family tree presented in Figure 1 . Furthermore, with the exception of the minor characters Mishael and Elzaphan, the Bible records the deaths of these men as occurring during the Wandering period (Num. xvi 32, xxxiii 38; Deut. xxxiv 5). The notion that everyone of the Wandering generation(s) (except forJoshua and Caleb) died in the wilderness (see Num. xiv [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] [34] [35] must refer only to the elderly or more probably should be understood as an epic tradition. We have mention of such people as Aaron's son Eleazar and his grandson Phinehas in the book of Joshua (xvi 1, xxii 13, etc.) and obviously there must have been others like them who made the transition from wandering in the wilderness to settlement in Canaan. Accordingly, it may be fairer to play down those people on the above list who are three generations removed from their tribal father and emphasize instead their descendants, such as Eleazar, Phinehas, Gershom, and Eliezer. These individuals, four or five generations removed from their ancestor Levi, were presumably much closer in age to people like Achan, Bezalel, Jair, and Zelophehad.
A second factor which needs to be introduced here is the question of the overlapping of generations. People of the same age need not a priori be of the same generation. We are all familiar with such examples from our own personal experiences.10 Moreover, from the prosopographic material available from the ancient Near East we are able to reconstruct several cases of overlapping of generations. One example is the family of Pubi-senni of Nuzi, depicted in Figure 2 . One line of descent brings us to his grandson Umpiya; another line brings us to a great-great-grandson Ties-urbe. Yet, from a document such as JEN 668 we can determine that these two individuals were contemporaries."
A second example is the case of Nesaramun vi, an individual who lived during the reign of Osorkon III of .12 His genealogical tree is displayed in Figure 3 . Through each of his parents he is descended from the couple Djedthutefankh i and Tashepenbast (the former was a prophet of Amun and the latter was a sister of Osorkon I ). Yet on one side he is four generations removed from this couple and on the other side he is six generations removed.13
If we turn to a more famous family tree, that of the royal family of England, we note similar instances of the overlapping of genera- 14 The following information concerning the British royal family is excerpted from a small pamphlet published by Pitkin Pictorials, namely P. W. MontagueSmith, The Royal Line of Succession (London, 1974) . The data may also be found, of course, in much larger reference works. The lineage of Henry VIII is another interesting case. Through both his parents he is descended from his predecessor Edward III. However, through his mother Elizabeth he is eight generations removed from Edward, but through his father Henry VII he is only six generations away.
As a third instance of the overlapping of generations in the British royal family I present the case of Richard Duke of York, who challenged the rule of Henry VI, only to die at the Battle of Wakefield in 1460 during the War of the Roses. His ancestry also twice leads to Edward III, but through his mother Anne Mortimer he is five generations removed and through his father Richard he is only three generations away.
Such examples could easily be multiplied, but these several lineages from world history from antiquity to the present will suffice for our purpose. Most instructive are those cases of persons who are descended from the same individuals through two different lines of unequal length. Charles's four/five generations from Christian IX affords a parallel to Jair's four/five generations from Judah/Joseph, which equals five/six generations from Jacob. Henry VIII's six/eight generations from Edward III, Richard Duke of York's three/five generations from the same king, and Neserarum vi's four/six generations from Djedthutefankh i and Tashepenbast all serve as parallels to what might otherwise be considered flaws in the inner consistency of the biblical genealogies, namely, Eleazar's four/six generations from Levi/Judah which equals five/seven generations from Jacob, and his son Phinehas' five/seven generations from Levi/Judah which equals six/eight generations from Jacob. Clearly, one individual, be it Henry VIII and Richard Duke of York in late medieval English history or Eleazar and Phinehas of the early Israelite priesthood, could descend twice from the same ancestor and yet have lineages of unequal length with a difference of two generations within a relatively short span.'5
To return, then, to the point made earlier, we can affirm that the numerous individuals from the books of Exodus through Joshua listed above all are three to six generations removed from their tribal fathers (or if we include Phinehas' maternal descent from Judah we have one instance of seven generations). The lives of all these people, from the oldest generation of Moses, Aaron, etc. to
Earlier, I stated that there is one exception to the fact that everyone coeval with Moses is 3-6 generations removed from one of Jacob's sons. This exception is Joshua, whose genealogy in 1 Chr.
vii 20-7 produces the line Joseph-Ephraim-Beriah-RephahResheph/Telahl 7-Tahan-Ladan-Ahmmihud-Elishama-Nun-Joshua, thus making him ten generations removed from the tribal father.
It so happens that this list also includes Elishama ben Ammihud who occurs in Num. i 10 as the Ephraimite prince.'8 It is obvious that Joshua's ten-generation span cannot be dovetailed with the 3-6 generation span of his contemporaries. This probably holds for Elishama's eight-generation span as well, notwithstanding the one side of Phinehas' ancestry which places him seven generations from
Judah.
Is there a solution? Perhaps not, but one may be worth suggesting. Num. xxvi 35 implies that Ephraim had a son Tahan, the same name that occurs midway through Joshua's genealogy in 1 Chr. vii 20-7. Possibly the Chronicles material is faulty (as a look at the entire section might suggest; see n. 17) and we should identify the Tahan of 1 Chr. vii 25 with the Tahan of Num. xxvi 35. This leaves us a Joseph-Ephraim-Tahan-Ladan-Ammihud-Elishama-Nun-Joshua line, making Joshua seven generations removed from Joseph and Elishama five. This conveniently solves the problem, since it makes Joshua's descent from Joseph the same as Phinehas' maternal descent from Judah and it makes Elishama five generations from Joseph in perfect accord with others of the wilderness generation. This solution, however, is based solely on a strictly hypothetical reinterpretation of the Chronicles genealogy, and certainly a methodologically sounder approach should be used.
Unfortunately, none presents itself, especially given the data available. We may, however, wish to consider the problem of Joshua's lineage in the greater context of the problem of the person himself. This is not the place to enter into details, for it is well I am the first to admit that this a covenient way to eliminate the problem of Joshua from my attempt to demonstrate the inner consistency of the biblical genealogies. But the opposite approachto claim that Joshua's genealogy invalidates all the others'9-is less attractive. To this point I will return later, but first we must discuss two other problematic genealogies.
There are no other biblical people of the era of Moses whose All our evidence also indicates that in fact genealogies may contain accurate information and may be potentially valuable sources for the modern historian. In many cases we found agreement in the various versions of a given genealogy and therefore have no reason to question its accuracy... In conclusion, then, we may say that genealogies may be used for historical reaearch but that they cannot be used uncritically. Each individual genealogy must be examined, and an attempt made to assess the reliability of each of its components ([n.
1] p. 200).
In the above investigation of the pertinent biblical genealogies, I believe I have adhered to Wilson's guidelines. Genealogies which 26 The New American Bible and New English Bible and Yeivin (n. 7), pp. 96-9, try to see Ehud ben Gera in the Benjaminite genealogy in 1 Chr. viii 1-7. Judg. iii 15 reads 'ehud ben-gerda. 1 Chr. viii 2 lists among the sons of Bela the firstborn of Benjamin gerd' wa'abi(y)hud which the NAB and NEB interpret as Gera father of Ehud. Further along, in 1 Chr. viii 6, there occurs a certain 'ehuld (with het), which may be a scribal error for 'ehud. It is possible that the judge Ehud is intended here but the problematic passage does not permit us to reconstruct a certain genealogy. If we accept the NAB and NEB division of wa'abi(y)htud into * 'bieFhtd, then the line is Benjamin-Bela-Gera-Ehud. But it is difficult to imagine that Ehud is only three generations removed from Benjamin. 1 Chr. vii 6-10 yields a line of Benjamin-Jediael-Bilhan-Ehud, though this is probably not the judge Ehud because he too is three generations away from Benjamin and the patronymic does not accord with Judg. iii 15.
27 On the slight variation in 1 Chr. viii 33, ix 39, see P. K. McCarter, I Samuel (Garden City, New York, 1980), pp. 172-3, 256. have been demonstrated to be problematic, such as Samuel's and Zadok's and perhaps also Joshua's, have not been accepted at face value. The others, however, stand up to the test. Some will undoubtedly disagree with me, and argue that I have been uncritical in the evaluation of our sources. There is a large amount of evidence pointing to the unreliability of the Chronicles material especially. But the majority of the genealogical material considered has come from the Pentateuch, Joshua, and Ruth. David's and Nahshon's line appears in Ruth, Achan's line in Joshua. The 28 Naturally, some will argue that Author C, D, and E are one and the same, namely, the Priestly source, usually dated to Exilic or post-Exilic times and thus presumably as unreliable as Chronicles. But if the so-called P genealogies are mere inventions, we would expect some consistency in the number of generations. But One argument which is usually brought forward concerning the unreliability of the genealogies is that they reflect considerable telescoping. To bolster this contention the example of Joshua vis-dvis Moses is nearly universally cited.29 But we should ask why this comparison is always used: because it is the only one which can be used. The only other two possibilities are Samuel and Zadok, but as most scholars recognize and as I have discussed above, their genealogies from Chronicles reflect doctoring to justify their priestly service to Israel. This leaves onlyJoshua's genealogy which can be advanced.
We are therefore left with a choice. Either (a) Joshua's genealogy is accurate and those of Bezalel, Nahshon/Elisheba, Achan, Jair Telescoping does occur in the Bible, but only in late works, e.g., in 1 Chr. v 38-41; Ezra vii 1-5, where clearly a number of generations has been deleted. The same holds for Esth. ii 5 where, assuming Ahasuerus to be Xerxes I (485-464 B.C.E.), it is difficult to this is wanting, e.g., Zelophehad is five generations away from Judah, the others are three generations away from either Levi or Reuben. Some would consider Author B to be the Priestly source as well, but here again we lack consistency, namely Achan is four generations removed from Judah. Moreover. Josh. vii 18 which also records Achan's genealogy is usually seen as JE. Of course, all this assumes a continuation of the traditional Pentateuchal sources in Joshua, a point not universally accepted. Moreover, we have the controls of Nahshon's genealogy in Ruth, Bezalel's and Jair's in Chronicles, and the two intertribal marriages, all of which still makes the agreement of these genealogies too coincidental to be a fabrication and untrustworthy.
believe that Mordecai is but three generations removed from the deportation of Jeconiah (ehoiachin) At this juncture there is another issue which may be introduced.
It should be noted that the various individuals discussed above are all descended from either Reuben, Levi, Judah, or Joseph. In fact, if we look at all the material from the birth of Jacob's sons through the Conquest, we note that with two exceptions (on which see below) the characters who have roles to play in the stories are the same four sons, their brothers Simeon and Benjamin, and descendants of these six tribal fathers.
In Genesis alone the following items should be noted. Reuben brings mandrakes home to his mother (xxx 14), has an affair with Bilhah (xxxv 22), tries to save Joseph from his brother's scheming 30 I realize, of course, that the whole genealogy is suspect since the author undoubtedly wanted to pit a "ben Kish" against an "Agagite".
31 Here we may even detect the reasons for telescoping, namely, Matthew's desire to have three uniform lineages of fourteen generations each.
32 References such as Laban ben Nahor in Gen. xxix 5 and Jair ben Manasseh in Num. xxxii 51; Deut. iii 14, are not attempts at true linear genealogies, rather they are phrases imbedded into narratives which merely highlight the most famous individual at the head of the family tree. In these cases ben is not intended as "son", but as "grandson, descendant". So although these citations do skip intervening generations, I would not liken them to the post-Exilic examples of Mordecai, Jesus, etc. In these latter cases, true genealogies are attempted with telescoping no doubt having taken its effects.
33 The Chronology of Oral Tradition (Oxford, 1974), p. 38. Early Israel consisted of twelve tribes each of which had an eponymous ancestor. Six of these ancestors were the sons of one man, the patriarch Jacob,34 who in turn was the son and grandson of the patriarchs Isaac and Abraham. Certainly, not every member of these tribes could trace a direct lineage back to Jacob, but the leaders of the tribes presumably could. To this group little by little other non-related tribes began to link themselves, so that by the time of the Judges they were twelve in number.35 These tribes, even their leaders, could not claim descent from Jacob, and accordingly their eponymous ancestors play no part in the stories about the patriarch. But their eponymous ancestors were depicted as sons of Jacob, albeit in the reduced role of the handmaidens' offspring or as a second set produced by Leah. Once the league was fully established, material such as Gen. xxix 31-xxx 24, xlvi 8-25; Exod. i 1-5, etc., was formulated and the result was Israel's idealized or schematized history as presented in the Bible. 39 One example of this would be to demonstrate that there was no great span of time separating the period of the Patriarchs and the period of the Slavery and the Exodus. Rather, as the genealogies indicate, there was a span of only several generations, a point which is also made in Gen. xv 16. The books of Genesis and Exodus are presented as a continuum and there is no chronological break assumed in them. If the events of the book of Exodus are to be dated to the Ramesside age, as most scholars believe, then the events of the book of Genesis would be dated to the Late Bronze Age. This would be tacit confirmation of the Late Bronze date for the Patriarchal period proposed by C. H. Gordon, "The Patriarchal Narratives", JNES 13 (1954), pp. 56-9; and 0. Eissfeldt, "Palestine in the Time of 
